The UK Higher Education Academy's 2009 report 'Developing undergraduate research and inquiry' (see go.nature.com/WtYWpk) encourages greater student participation in departmental research. This is a welcome cultural shift from the traditional route of studying published research papers and undertaking research projects in separate undergraduate modules. It could also provide an ideal opportunity for mainstreaming interdisciplinary research in undergraduate science education.
This would mean going beyond the occasional, often experimental, crossdepartmental module. Most undergraduate science courses can be designed and delivered so that subject-based theories are taught alongside research results arising from their interdisciplinary applications. Courses aimed at developing key research skills, such as literature review and communication, would be all the more useful if they embraced interdisciplinary research content.
Students engage in the research process by tackling research problems based on published papers. The importance of interdisciplinary research through analysis and critical comparison of original published work cannot be overstated, given the predominant use of subjectbased textbooks in today's undergraduate science education.
To make progress we must remember and learn from the past Indira Samarasekera calls for more effective collaboration among universities, governments and the private sector in her Opinion article (Nature 462, 160-161; 2009 Genoma España, the public foundation for the development of genomics and proteomics research in Spain, is an example. If the government U-turn goes ahead, the organization's budget for 2010 will be cut by 40%. In response, the newly appointed managers have decided to devote the entire budget to technologytransfer policies. This step will compromise support for some of Spain's most important institutions -namely, our DNA bank, the National Genotyping Centre and the country's institutes for bioinformatics and proteomics. This harsh policy reversal will cause dramatic and lasting damage to Spanish biomedical research.
ProteoRed, the Spanish national institute for proteomics, is a case in point. Strategic funding by Genoma España has enabled proteomics facilities to provide top-notch services, allowing scientists to participate
Journal Editorials give indication of driving science issues
By comparing the topics of Editorials published in Nature and Science, we unearthed some fascinating features of the changing policy landscape over the past decade.
To analyse the text of the more than 1,500 Editorials published in Nature and Science between January 2000 and July 2009, we used 'VOSviewer' -a mapping technique that categorizes nonspecialist documents according to the co-occurrence of words (N. J. van Eck and L. Waltman Scientometrics doi:10.1007/ s11192-009-0146-3; 2009). We confirmed the results by manual classification of the contents of a large sample (around 20% of the Editorials).
Editorial topics over this period covered space and physics (5%), publication issues (10%), global political and environmental problems (18%), biomedical issues (almost 30%) and science policy issues (39%). These figures are roughly comparable in Nature and Science, which comes as no surprise as they presumably reflect what the global scientific community considered important at the time. Editorials on climate change, for example, have almost the same prominence in both journals (1 in 10 Editorials).
But there are differences. Nature devotes three times more Editorials to space and physics (and particularly to NASA) than does Science (6% and 2%, respectively) and twice as many to the National Institutes of Health (2% compared with 1%). Science pays more attention to developing countries, environmental protection and other global problems.
Science writes more often than Nature about the political influence of science and scientists, whereas Nature writes more about priority setting and the organization of science. It seems that Science, as a learned-society journal, may be more reticent about tackling internal science issues than the independent journal Nature. The technology has significant shortcomings that must be recognized in order to sustain progress. Academics' valuable time would be better spent on research into these limitations, rather than on advocacy. CCS has plenty of powerful supporters in politics and in industry.
A critical expert community must be monitor the development of CCS, to avoid fuelling the kind of controversy that happened over nuclear energy. The lay public needs reliable information on risks and benefits.
Social science indicates that people are more likely to trust independent experts than private-sector or government representatives. But the public will not trust advice from supposedly 'independent' CCS experts who are biased in favour of the technology. This has become obvious through recently stalled CCS projects in the United States, Germany and the Netherlands. 
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Conservation work is incomplete without cryptic biodiversity
You focus attention on biological diversity, nature conservation and the effects of climate warming in your special issue on biodiversity (19 November 2009). 'Cryptic' biodiversity is also crucial, because it helps natural ecosystems to continue functioning and habitats to bounce back in response to environmental change.
Cryptic biodiversity includes aquatic organisms invisible to the naked eye, dormant species, and other species present in such low numbers that they go undetected. These are not included in conservation surveys.
Work on cryptic biodiversity has started in the United Kingdom with financial support from the Esmée Fairbairn Foundation. The project is a partnership among academics and local and national conservation organizations (Dorset Wildlife Trust and Pond Conservation) to link research with conservation. Our aim is to incorporate small aquatic organisms into biodiversity surveys and develop guidelines for the management of cryptic diversity.
Local biodiversity conservation will eventually cover the full range of aquatic organisms -not just the more obviously appealing ones -that contribute to the functioning of a healthy ecosystem and to water quality. 
Geothermal energy stuck between a rock and a hot place
In his Opinion article, Domenico Giardini (Nature 462, 848-849; 2009) calls for a better understanding of earthquake risk in pursuing deep geothermal energy using an enhanced geothermal system (EGS). However, earthquakes are only part of the problem in trying to tap Earth's internal heat as an alternative clean-energy source. Poorly understood geology is a bigger obstacle.
Geological anomalies halted an EGS demonstration project in Geysers, north California, sponsored by the US Department of Energy. After months of drilling last year, the California-based company AltaRock Energy was unable to penetrate the formation capping the hot rocks that it was targeting 4 km below the surface. Similar frustrations were encountered during EGS drilling projects at Paralana and the Cooper Basin, both in South Australia.
Depths of 3-10 km are optimal Although such consultations would not necessarily lead to consensus, they could result in learning and transformation on both sides. It is unlikely that animal-rights activists believe that no research on any organism is ever justified. We should therefore try to understand what motivates their deepest concerns -possible examples being the use of primates in testing, the treatment of test animals, the killing of animal subjects or the questionable value of testing.
Attacks are activists' way of forcing themselves into the conversation. Mutual deliberation over possible ways forward could enable universities to make the informed, rather than arbitrary, animal-research decisions that the Editorial is asking for. 157; 2010) was in press, the prospects described in it changed for the better. The Spanish government's department of science and innovation is to be put in charge of the institutions mentioned, so the concerns expressed no longer apply.
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